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Introduction 

A. Identification of Witness 

Please state your name. 

Michael S. Brandt. 

Are you the same Michael S. Ihandt who submitted direct testimony on behalf of 

Commonwealth Edison Company (‘ComEd‘’) in this docket? 

Yes. My initial testimony is ComEd Exhibit 2.0. 

B. Purpose of Testimony 

What are the purposes of your rebuttal testimony? 

?he purposes of my rebuttal testimony are as follows: 

(1) I will provide an overview of the direct testimony submitted by the Staff of the 

Illinois Commerce Commission (“Staff3 and various intervenors in response to ComEd’s 

filing of its Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Plan (“Plan”) and support@ 

testimony in this docket. 

(2) 

summarize the issues they are addressing. 

(3) I will respond to certain issues raised by Staff and intervenors in their direct 

testimony, including (i) clarifyins that ComEd has satidied all the filing requirements of 

Section 12-103 of the Public Utilities Act, (ii) responding to parties’ comments on the 

spendmg screens and further clarifq.ing ComEd’s “banking” proposal, ( i )  addressing the 

various proposals concerning the collaborative process, and (iv) responding to various 

I will introduce the other ComEd witnesses who are filing rebuttal testimony and 
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Q. 

A. 

II. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 
A. 

parties’ suggestions and requests for changes to the proposed programs in ComEd’s Plan 

as well as comments on ComEd’s request for flexibility to manage its portfolio. 

c. s-r? of c o I l c ~ o m  

Please summarize your conclusions. 

Section 12-103 requires ComEd to file a plan that is designed to meet the statutory 

energy efficiency and demand response goals set forth in subsections (b) and (c) while 

also falling within the spending screens calculated under subsection (d). ComEd believes 

it has accomplished just that, as neither Staff nor any intervening party claims otherwise, 

and the Illinois Commerce Commission (“ICC” or “Commission”) should approve 

ComEd’s Plan. 

Overview of Other Parties’ Direct Testlmonv and Positions 

Mr. Brandt, are you familiar with other parties’ positions concerning C d d ‘ s  Plan that 

are set forth in their direct testimony? 

Yes, I am generally familiar with the direct testimony filed by Staff and the intervenors in 

this docket, and will provide an overview of their testimony in this section of my rebuttal 

testimony. More detailed responses to specific arguments will be provided both in 

Sections IV through VI1 of my rebuttal testimony and in the rebuttal testimony of the 

other ComEd witnesses, which is summarized in Section III below. 

What overall conclusions should the Commission draw from such direct testimony? 

Most importantly, no party has disputed that CornEd’s Plan is designed to achieve the 

statutory energy efficieucy and demand response goals within the spending screeas. To 

the contrary, C d d  appreciates the generous comments made by other parties 

concerning ComEd‘s Plan, some ofwhich are set forth below: 
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“I conclude that ComEd, Ameren and DCEO . . . have done a thorough job, wing 
an appropriate planning process. to develop their plans. Overall, the portfolio is a 
reasonable start, and provides a platform to develop a comprehensive set of 
effective programs.’’ (AG Ex. 1.0, p. 4). 

“Facing a tight timeframe, ComEd expended sigtufcant resources and remained 
accessible and produced what is, overall, a thorough and sound plan.” (City Ex. 
1.0, p. 3). 

“NRDC recommends that the Commission approve CornEd’s Energy S c i e n c y  
and Demand Response Plan that is before it so that the programs can move 
forward and start producing energy savings for the State of Illinois.” (NRDC Ex. 
1.0,p. 12). 

Althou& ComEd recognizes that some of the parties have requested clarification, 

suggested additional refmements or disagreed with certain aspects of the Plan, which I 

and other CornEd witnesses address elsewhere, C o m a  believes that it already represents 

a remarkable achievement to have developed a Plan designed to achieve the statutory 

goals within the spending screens. 

Q. Can you please summarize those elements of the Plan for which parties have requested 

clarification, provided comments or otherwise expressed disagreement? 

Yes. I have summarized below the comments and positions expressed by Staff and 

intervenors in their direct testimony: 

A. 

Claritlcation of Compliance with Section 12103(f) Criteria: Staffwitness Mr. 
Zuraski requests that ComEd explicitly address the existence of any new 
appliance standards as requlred by subsection(fX2) of Section 12-103, that 
ComEd explain how it coordinated with the Department of Healthcare and F d y  
Services (“DmS”) as contemplated by subsection(fX4) of Section 12-103, and 
that ComEd pledge that it will not exceed the 3% limitation on investing in 
emerging technologies imposed by subsection (g) of Section 12-103. 

Spending Screens and Banking: Staff witness Mr. Zuraski suggests that there 
are “legitimate reasons” for updating the spending screens at variouS points 
during the three years of the fmt plan. With respect to CornEd’s “banking” 
proposal, only the People of the State of Illiiois (“AG”) witness Mr. Mosenthal 
opposes this approach, and in fact staff witness Mr. Zuraski provides several 
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policy reasons in support of banking. Staff witness Ms. Pearce also requests that 
ComEd clarify the circumstances under which it proposes to bank savings and 
exceed the spending sereen 

Rider EDA’s Smgle Cost Per Kilowatt-hour (“kWh”) Charge and Cost 
Recovery: Although the Building Owners and Managers Association of Chicago 
(“BOMA”) witnesses Messrs. Zarumba and Skodowski and Illinois Industrial 
Energy Consumers (“IIEC”) witnesses Messrs. Stephens and Stowe disagree with 
the proposed single kWh charge applicable to all ComEd customer classes and 
propose alternatives, Staff witness Mr. Lazare provides several policy reasons in 
support of a single kwh charge. In addition, AG witness Mr. Mosenthal discusses 
the possibility that costs be amortized over the life of the measures. Staff witness 
Ms. Pearce also asks that ComEd clan@ that the date limitation of cost recovery 
applies to all incremental costs and not just legal and consultative costs. 

Collaborative Process: Most of the parties support an ongoing collaborative 
process similar to that proposed by Natural Resources Defense Council 
(“NRDC”) witness Mi. Henderson. However, the AG’s collaborative proposal 
requires cornensus, and contemplates significant Commission involvement in 
resolving pints of disagreement within the collaborative. Staff witness Mr. 
Zurasb however, opposes Commission approval of a collaborative process, and 
explains that it should be left up to the utility as to whether it wants to seek input 
from stakeholders. 

Program Design and Flexibility to Manage Portfolio: Although no party 
disputes the ability o€ ComEd’s Plan to achieve the statutory goals within the 
spending screens, a variety of parties nevertheless recommend tweaks to various 
p r o m  elements or suggest the addition of new programs. These include the 
C i  of Chicago’s (“City”) reconnnendation that ComM should leverage existing 
City programs, BOMA’s request that ComEd provide interval meters, and the 
Citizen’s Utility Board’s (“CUB”) commeats on Nature First’s O&M costs and 
maximizing revenue from PJM. In addition, although the Environmental Law and 
Policy Center (“‘ELPC”), NRDC, AO and Staff each agree with CornEd’s need to 
retain flexibility to manage its portfolio of programs, these parties also offer 
various suggestions to be considered when making changes, such as maintaining a 
diverse cross-section of programs that provides opportunities for all  customer 
classes and that any new programs pass that total resource cost (‘TRC’’) test. 

Evaluation, Measurement and Verification: Mr. Zuraski offers some policy 
considerations concerning ComEd’s proposal to annualize savings, and also 
provides a recommendation for how after-the-fact savings should be determined 
based on an assumption of normal weather. Concerning ComEd’s proposal to 
“deem” certain measure savings values and net-to-gross ratio values, Mr. Zuraski 
is the only witness who opposes any deeming at this time, and Mr. Mosenthal 
explicitly suppolts some level of deeming. ELPC witness Mr. Crandall also 
proposes that over the next year Illinois develop its own DEER database. 
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Q. 

A. 

lv. 

Q. 

Overview of ComEd’s Rebuttal Testimony 

Please i d e n e  the other witnesses who are submitting rebuttal testimony on behalf of 

CornEd and summarize what issues each is addressing. 

In addition to my testimony, ComEd is submitting the testimony of the following rebuttal 

witnesses: 

James C. Eber (ComEd Ex. 10.0), ComEd’a Manager of Demand Response and 
Dynamic Pricing, responds to CUB witness Mr. Thomas’s claims that Nature 
First’s O&M costs are overstated and that ComEd should maximize revenue from 
PJM by calling the Nature First program more &en. 

Paul R. Crumnne (ComEd Ex. 1 l.O), ComEd’s Director of Regulatory Strategies 
and Services, responds to IIEC’s and BOMA’s proposals to set separate cent per 
kwh charges for different customer classes, addresses AG witness Mr. 
Mosenthal’s discussion of amortizatioo, clarifies the d e f ~ t i o n  of Incremental 
Costs in Rider EDA - Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Adjustment, 
addresses ELPC‘s comments on Staff oversight of cost recovery under Rider 
ED& and clarifies the purpose of ComEd’s Nature First Expansion cost 
estimates. 

Val R. Jensen (CornEd Ex. 12.0), Senior Vice President, ICF International, 
addresses various program design recommendations of Staff and intervening 
parties, and responds to parties’ comments on ComFd‘s proposal to deem certain 
measure savings and net-to-gross ratio values. 

Nichols P. Hall (ComEd Ex. 13.0), President and Owner, TecMarket Works, 
responds to Staff witness Mr. Zuraski’s comments concerning the determination 
of energy savings for weather-sensitive measures, Mr. Zuraski’s policy 
considerations regarding ComEd’s proposal to annualize energy savings, AG 
witness Mr. Mosenthal’s statements regardig the adequacy of the 3% EM&V 
budget, the evaluation activities suggested by ELPC witness Mr. Crandall, and 
Mr. Zuraski’s and Mr. Mosenthal’s comments regarding ComEd‘s proposal that 
the Commission deem certain measure savings and net-to-gross ratio values 

ClaMication of Comnhce with Section 12-103(n Criteria 

Staff witness Mr. Zuraski conments that ComEd did not explain whether it coordinated 

with the Department of Healthcare and F d y  Services (“DHFS”). (Staff Ex. 1.0, at 4- 

5.) Did CmEd coordinate with DHFS for the low-income portion of its portfolio? 
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A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Yes, it did. As Mr. Zuraski points out, Section 12-103(fx4) requires that ComEd 

“[c]oordinate with the Department and the Department of Healthcare and Family 

Services to present a portfolio of energy efficiency measures targeted to households at or 

below 150% of the poverty level at a level propottionate to those households’ total annual 

utility revenues in Illinois.” 220 ILCS 5/12-103(f)(4). During the planning process, 

ComEd, the Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity C‘DCEO”) and DHFS 

all met to discuss a strategy for low-income customers. The parties decided that DCEO 

would implement the low-income portion of the portfolio, and therefore DCEO worked 

directly with DHFS on the low-income portfolio. Throughout the remainder of the 

planning process, ComEd kept abreast of the DCEO-DHFS effort to develop this 

portfolio. 

Mr. Zuraski also notes that while ComEd addressed new building standards through its 

partnership with DCEO, the Plan does not explain how ComEd is addres5ing new 

appliance standards. (StafYEx. 1.0, pp. 5-6.) Please explain. 

Mr. Zuraski rightly notes that Section 12-103(f)(2) requires that ComEd ‘‘@]resent 

specific proposals to implement new building and appliance standards that have been 

placed in effect.” 220 ILCS 5/12-103(f)(2). The Plan, however, does not discuss the 

implementation of new State appliance standards because it is ComEd‘s understanding 

that no such appliance standards exist for CornEd to assist with in the implementation. 

(See also S W s  Response to ComEd’s Data Request No. 1.03.) 

Mr. Zuraski also asks ComEd to c o n f i i  that it will not, consistent with Section 12- 

103(g), spend “more than 3% of energy efficiency and demand-response program 
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7-8.) What is ComEd’s response? 

ColnEd agrees, and pledges to uot spend more than 3% of its overall Plan budget on 

emerging technologies. Given the challenge of simply meeting the kWh go&, CornEd’s 

Plan only allocates $3.3M for emerging technologies over the life of the Plan, which is 

1.3% of the total Plan budget. 
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V. Swndine Screens and Banking 

Q. Staff  witness Mr. Zuraski states that there are legitimate reasons for updathg the 

spending screens at various points during the three years covered by the Plan. (Staff Ex 

1.0, pp. 11-12.) Does ComEd agree? 

ComEd does not agree with Mr. Zuraski’s comments, which seem to be based on the 

incorrect view that ComEd’s Plan is made up of three separate one-year p l m .  To the 

contrary2 Section 12-103 requires that ComEd file a single, integrated Plan that is 

designed to “meet the energy efficiency and demand-response standards for 2008 through 

2010.” 220 ILCS 5/12-103(f). ComEd thus designed its portfolio of programs as a 

comprehensive three-year plan and not three one-year plans, carefully balancing and 

putting together a blend of programs with shorter and longer ramp-up periods. Moreover, 

in order to develop such a plan while taking into account growth over a three year period, 

it is crucial that the spending screen for each year be determined at the outset to provide 

A. 

193 certainty throughout the planning process to both ComEd and its third-party 

194 administrators. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 
A. 

Please summarize StafYs and intervenors’ comments on ComEd’s proposal to “bank” 

any excess savings achieved in a given Plan year and apply that excess to and reduce a 

subsequent Plan year’s goal 

With the exception of AG witness Mr. Mosenthal, no one opposes ComEd’s b a h g  

proposal. In recommending that the Commission approve banking, Staff witness Mr. 

Zuraski cautions that the inability to bank could create a disincentive to achieve greater 

energy savings: 

In the absence of banking, in any one plan year, there is little 
reason for the Company to pursue savings above the goals set forth 
in the Act (or at a rate any faster than required by the Act). In fact, 
achieving greater energy savings (or achieving energy savings at a 
faster rate) in one year, may make it more difficult to achieve the 
Act’s goals in the following year, as the market for &iaiency 
products and services becomes more saturated. Thus, the lack of 
banking pnvileges may actually constitute a disincentive to 
achieving greater energy savings (or achieving energy savings at a 
faster rate). 

(StaEEx. 1.0, p. 48.) 

What was the basis of AG witness Mr. Mosenthal’s opposition to the banking proposal? 

Mr. Mosenthal claims that “[ilf the lprogram Administrators rP&”)] show they are 

capable of higher performance in a given year, the PAS should have an easier time 

meeting and perhaps exceeding the following year’s goals. Illinois should take advatage 

of any over-perfomce by advancing the ramp up to higher goals as fast as possible.” 

(AG Ex. 1.0, p. 40.) Mr. Mosenthal is incorrect for two reasons. First, simply because 

CornEd exceeds its goals in one year does not necessarily mean it will do so in years two 

and three, especially in light of the fact that the goals ramp up each year. In fact, as Mr. 

Zuraski noted, the absence of banking may actually serve as a disincentive to exceed the 

goals in a given year in order to ensure that future years’ goals are met. Second, Mr. 
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Q. 

A. 

Mosenthal wrongly assumes that the goals can be accelerated at any given point in time. 

This is not authorized by Section 12-103, and appears to be an attempt to rewrite the 

legislation 

With respect to banlung and exceeding the spending screen in a given year, Staff witness 

Ms. Pearce comments that she only identified one of the two circumstances Mr. Crumrine 

referred to his direct testimony under which expenditures for a Plan year may exceed the 

amounts prescribed by Section 12-103(d) (r.e., where ComEd exceeds both the statutory 

goals and the spending sLeen), and that she is “not sure whether CornEd also seeh to 

defer costs in excess of the annual cap in those ckumstances where there are no savings 

to bank. (StafFEx. 2.0, p. 6). Can you please clarify ComEd’s position on “banking” and 

exceeding the spending screen? 

Yes. As Ms. Pearce notes, one of the circumstances under which ComEd proposes that 

expenditures for a Plan year may exceed the amounts prescribed by Section 12- 103(d) is 

where ComEd also exceeds the energy efficiency or demand response goals for such Plan 

year. In this case, both the spending screen and the kWh goal for the next year would be 

reduced accordingly. 

The other scenario under which ComEd could exceed the spending screen in a 

given Plan year is described on pages 39-40 of my direct testimony: 

Because ComEd is launching nearly all of its programs from a 
“cold start”, it is impossible to predict with certainty how the 
market will respond to each program. With that said, [although] 
ComEd believes it can manage the portfolio and its programs in 
such a way to “accelerate” or ‘‘throttle back” various activities to 
increase or decrease participation as needed to generate annual 
results within the “balipark” of the goal, it would be impossible to 
do so with absolute precision. Based on this ramp-up period and a 
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desire to encourage participation in energy efficiency programs, 
ComEd believes that it would be neither appropriate nor prudent to 
turn away willing participants 

(ComEd Ex. 2.0, pp. 39-40.) Put another way, ComEd will be running multiple programs 

simultaneously throughout the Plan year, and, during the final month of the planning 

year, it would be virtually impossible to manage these programs on a real-time basis such 

that all programs could be instantaneoilsly suspended once the spending screen is 

reached, leaving no amount that exceeds the spending scree& Although ComEd intends 

to make every effort to achieve the kWh savings goal within the spending screen every 

year, until actual implementation begins, there are many unknowtw in terms of program 

performance. ComEd therefore is also requesting approval to recover any de minimrs 

costs that may exceed the spending cap in a given Plan year that are prudently and 

reasonably incurred even though ComEd does not also exceed the energy efficiency or 

demand response goal in that year. 

With respect to IIEC's and BOMA's proposals to calculate separate cent per kWh 

charges for various customer classes, from a business perspective, would there be 

additional costs in this approach? 

Although CornEd has not had time to analyze in detail the additional costs, it is safe to 

assume that there would be additional system and personnel costs associated with 

tracking and reporting costs in a more segregated manner. 

AG witness Mr. Mosenthal discusses amortizing current costs of Plan measures over the 

life of the measures, saying that it would reduce rate impacts. (AG Ex. 1.0, pp. 38-39.) 

Do you believe that this should be done? 
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VI. 

Q. 

A. 

Although it is not completely clear exactly what Mr. Mosenthal is proposing. as Mr. 

Crumrine notes in his rebuttal testimony (ComEd Ex. 11 .Q ComEd‘ proposal calls for 

the traditional ratemaking treatment of costs, including the capitalization and depreciation 

of the cost of capital items. (The one exception is the amortization of Plan development 

and filing costs over the three-year life of the Plan.) Lf, however, Mr. Mwnthal is 

calling for the amortization of all current expenses because of a concern about rate 

impacts or the possibility that a portion of the goals might have to be abandoned because 

of the effect of the spending screens, ComEd would note two things. First, the spending 

screen itself is the General Assembly’s stated mechanism for dealing with rate impacts, 

and second, ComEd believes that its Plan is designed to achieve the statutory targets 

within the spending screen with cost recovery on a current basis as proposed for this Plan. 

Indeed, no party has claimed otherwise. 

This is not to say that there may not be some benefits to certain alternative 

versions of a cost recovery mechanism, and ComEd would certainly be willing to engage 

in discussions about what such benefits might be and the array of ramifications that might 

ensue from a change, including any fmancial impacts on C a d .  However, the time is 

short for the need to implement ComFd’s Plan, and no one has suggested that the cost 

recovery methodology proposed by ComEd fails to meet the requirements of the law. 

Collaborative Process 

Please summarize the parties’ comments and proposals concerning an ongoing 

collaborative process. 

Most of the parties support an ongoing collaborative process similar to that proposed by 

NRDC witness Mr. Henderson. Based on my review of NRDC’s proposed collaborative, 
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Q. 

A. 

stakeholders would serve as an advisory group to the utility, and its recommendations 

would be non-binding. AG witness Mr. Mosenthal, on the other hand, appears to propose 

something more, and suggests that the collaborative would have to reach consensus. In 

the event that the collaborative cannot reach consensus, “collaborative stakeholders 

should still be free to seek resolution of the disagreement at the ICC or in another forum.” 

(AG Ex. 1.0, p. 8.) Staff witness Zuraski, however, opposes requests for the Commission 

to approve the collaborative process, noting that “the Company should be responsible for 

implementing the plan approved by the Commission . . . . If the Company wishes to 

enlist interested parties in thaf implementation process, that should be lei? to the 

Company’s discretion, and need not be approved or ordered by the Commission.” (Staff 

EX. 1.0, pp. 25-27.) 

What is ComEd’s response to the parties’ positions on the collaborative process? 

ComEd agrees with Staff witness W. Zuraski. Although ComEd explained in its Plan 

that it anticipates continued discussions with stakeholders, ComEd is not seeking 

Commission approval of a collaborative process in this docket. Indeed, SeeZion 12-103 

makes no mention of a stakeholder advisory group or collaborative process, and, as AG 

witness Mr. Mosenthal and other parties note, the utilities “[u]ltimately . . . bear 

responsibility for their plans and actions.” (AG Ex. 1.0, p. 8.) Nevertheless, ComEd 

believes that the stakeholder interaction to date has been of value to the overall p e s ,  

and we envision the continued active involvement and input of stakeholdem during Plan 

implementation through a collaborative prccess similar to that proposed by NRDC. 

Because ComEd is ultimately responsible and accountable for the portfolio, its 

implementation and the corresponding results, the collaborative can only be an advisory 

Docket No. 07-0540 Page 12 of 20 ComEd Ex. 9.0 



3 18 

3 19 

320 

321 

322 

323 

3 24 

325 

326 

327 

328 

329 

330 

331 

332 

333 

334 

335 

336 

337 

338 

339 

340 

Q. 

A. 

VII. 

Q. 

A. 

group that can review and comment on the Plan and its progress. It is not, as Mr. 

Mosenthal proposes, a process whereby consensus must be reached among the 

participants in the collaborative. 

What is ComEd’s response to NRDC witness Mr. Henderson’s recommendations that the 

Commission “develop a regular reporting schedule,” “identify, then defme, a few broad 

cost categories,” and undertake certain monitoring? (NRDC Ex. 1.0, pp. 11-12.) 

ComEd acknowledges that the tracking and status reporting of the results of the programs 

within its portfolio are not only important to ComEd itself, but also to staff and outside 

stakeholders. ComEd fully intends to implement a program tracking system that allows 

for regular reporting to those involved in the collaborative process, including StafE 

ComEd believes that the frequency and nature of the reporting should be worked out 

within the collaborative process itself, and will need to balance the costs associated with 

producing these reports with the value received From the reports. CamEd does not expect 

the reports to be a burden on its staff or resources, but until implementation actually 

begins, we will not know the full implications of the reporting function. 

Pl -OS?GUUDes iman d Flexibilitv to Manwe the Portfolio 

What parties provided comments on the program designs described in ComEd’s Plan? 

Althougb no party disputes that ComEd’s Plan is designed to meet the statutory goals 

within the spending screens, a number of parties nevertheless provided suggestions about 

program design or proposed additional programs, including the AG, BOMA, the City, 

CUB, ELPC and NRDC. With the exception of CUB, whose comments are addressed by 

Mr. Eber’s rebuttal testimony (ComEd Ex. 10.0), I will comment on these parties’ 

comments below. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Please summarize the AGs comments. 

Although AG witness Mr. Mosenfhal provides a number of comments concerning 

ComEd’s program designs, he notes that these are only suggestions and “rec-end[s] 

that these and other details ultimately be resolved by a collaborative process.” (AG Ex. 

1.0, p. 5 . )  In light of the fact that Mr. Mosenthal is not asking the Commission to 

consider these proposed changes, I will not comment on Mr. Mosenthal’s 

recommendations at this time. ComEd witness Mr. Jensen, however, does respond to 

some of these comments in his rebuttal testimony. (See ComEd Ex. 12.0.) 

City witness Mr. Aboh “asks that the Commission require ComEd to provide business 

owners free access to [energy consumption] data . . , . [and] require ComEd to install 

interval meters as part of the [Business Solutions] program.” (City Ex. 1.0 pp. 11-12.) 

BOMA witness Mr. Zarumba similarly proposes that provision of “electric consumption 

information . . . be considered as an energy efficiency program and be provided subsidies 

like many of the other measures proposed (BOMA Ex. 1.0, p. 6), and suggests that 

ComEd provide the real time meters (id., p. 7). Please clariFy ComEd’s proposed market 

transformation activities concerning building energy consumption data, and respond to 

the City’s and BOMA’s proposals. 

Under its Plan, ComEd proposes to provide certain services previously available on a ‘Tor 

fee” basis as part of the energy efficiency portfolio. In particular, energy consumption 

data for non-residential customers (EnergyStar data and the Energy Insight Online data), 

will no longer be “for fee”, but rather will be offered to customers who participate in the 

Business Solutions program. At this time, ComEd is still working out the actual details 

of such participation, which will be f m e d  up during the fmal design phase of the 
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portfolio. Nevertheless, it is ComEd’s intent to provide this data to as many non- 

residential customers as possible because we believe that one of the fmt steps to 

developing an energy efficiency culture is providing customers with a true understanding 

of how they use their energy. Tbe only cost to the customer will be the cost of interval 

metering equipment - th is  cost will still remain with the cnstomer. 

With respect to the proposals made by City witness Mr. Abolt and BOMA witness 

.Mr. Zarumba, to the extent they request that ComEd provide real-time energy usage 

information for free or minimal cost, this is not possible or practical at this time. 

Currently, Energy Insight Online can provide % hour data on a next day basis if the 

customer has automatic meter reading (“AMR) equipment, and ComEd does not have 

the infrastructure for the real-time capabilities. Moreover, ComEd also notes that it 

proposes to provide free data only to participants of its Business Solutions program, not 

to all conunercial customers. ComEd also disagrees with BOMA’s reconmiendation that 

”the Commission and ComEd should establish a formal partnership between ComEd and 

BOMNChicago for the design of energy efficiency programs applicable to commercial 

buildings in Chiiago.” (BOMA Ex. 2.0, p. 5.) In sum, neither the City nor BOMA 

showed that any of its proposals were cost-effeGtive under the TRC test. 

ELPC witness Mr. Crandall dates that “the utilities also may want to consider a shared 

website and call center to provide information on [the] programs,” (ELPC Ex. 1.0, p. 6) 

and NRDC witness Mr. Henderson asks that ComEd “consider” “support[ing] 

development of a statewide website that contains information about energy efficiency 

measures, tools and resources, training, and a description of all energy efficiency 
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programs that are available statewide” (NRDC Ex. 1.0, p. 4.) Please comment on these 

proposals. 

CornEd believes that, while a statewide energy efficiency web site may have some value, 

it is not necessary for the successful implementation of ComEd’s Plan for several 

reasons. First, ComFd already has a website (www.comedcare.com) that is dedicated to 

its customers and that has a very strong energy efficiency component. We have spent 

time and money to build this website and educate our customers about it, and believe it 

will continue to be a valuable resource going forward. Although I cannot speak for 

Ameren, it is my understanding that they already address energy efficiency on their 

website. Utility-specific websites that are targeted at the utility’s customers are also 

consistent with Section 12-103, which requires that the utility fie a plan that ‘yak[es] into 

account the unique circumstances of the utility’s service territgr.” 220 ECS 5/12- 

103Cf). There is no requirement that the utility fund a statewide effort. 

A. 

Second, the costs associated with a statewide website have not been built into 

ComEd’s Plan, and therefore would be an additional cost that would be incurred. 

Because ComEd’s customers have become accustomed to  interfacing with ComEd 

directly through its website and call center, the costs of reeducating and reorienting 

customers toward a statewide website and call center would be significant and likely 

cause some degree of customer confusion. Given the tight budget to achieve the goals 

and the fact that neither ELPC nor NRDC has shown the cost-effectiveness of developing 

a statewide website in any sense, I question the value of moving money into a project of 

this type, even ifthe funds were available. 
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Third, although ComEd would be more than willing to coordinate with the State 

or DCEO if there is funding for the development of a statewide website by providing 

links to ComEd’s website. ComEd believes that customers will always expect 

information to be available at the ComEd website and call center for such programs. 

Fourth, over the three-year Plan, approximately two-thiids of ComEd’s program 

are targeted toward C&I customers. All customers 4OOkw and larger have an assigned 

ComEd account representative who will be trained in educating such customers about the 

programs. 

City witness Mr. Abolt claim that “the City has existing programs and delivery systems 

that ComEd could leverage to improve the cost-effectiveness of its programs” (City Ex 

1.0, p. 6), and states that “[tlhe Commission should require that ComEd’s Plan give 

preference to the use of existing programs for delivery of energy efficiency measures” 

(rd., at IO). Does ComEd believe that leveraging City programs can reduce program 

costs? 

The City has provided no evidence in its direct testimony that any of ComEd’s program 

costs will be reduced through leveraging of any of the City’s current program offerings, 

and ComEd knows of no other evidence in support of such a claim. Because there also 

would be costs associated with the interface with the City, under the City’s leveraging 

scenario, programs could actually cost more, as ComEd would incur the currently 

planned costs and the costs to leverage the program. However, ComEd is more than 

willing to explore with the City and any other entities any potential synergies that may 

exist between ComEd’s proposed programs and other current programs that exist. One 

critical step in analyzing potential synergies will be the ability to measure and verify the 
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kWh savings associated with the activities. Again, ComEd bears the ultimately 

responsibility for achieving the statutory goals, so ComEd must be able to measure and 

verify the kWh savings from any other program and the overall cost-effectiveness. 

ComEd welcomes the opportunity to review the City’s programs to determine how these 

programs might work within ComEd’s proposed programs to benefit customers. 

And fmally, it is worth noting again that Section 12-103(f) requires that ComEd 

‘%ak[e] into account the unique circumstances of [its] service territory” in preparing its 

Plan. 220 ILCS 5/12-103(f). In response, ComEd designed its programs to be offered 

across its entire service territory, not just in the City of Chicago, which constitutes only 

one-third of ComEd’s customers. Indeed, all of ComEd’s programs are designed to be 

offered across its entire service territory. 

Several parties comment on ComEd’s proposal to retain flexibility to manage its 

portfolio. Please summarize these comments. 

No party opposes the concept of flexibility. Staff witness Mr. Zuraski comments that 

“Mr. Brandt provides reasonable arguments for requesting 0 flexibility, and I can 

appreciate how granting the requested flexibility would aid the Company in cost- 

effectively achieving the level of energy savings that it projects to be able to save.” 

(Staff Ex. 1.0, p. 9.) Mr. Zuraski also cautions, however, that flexibility to m o d e  or 

discontinue program elements could in theory result in reduced oppomnities for certain 

rate classes. (Id.) ELPC witness Mr. Crandall similarly comments that “it is important 

that the relative share of funds assigned to speclfc sectors (residential, commercial, 

industrial) remain approximately proportionate to the proposed levels in the plan.” 

(ELK Ex. 1.0, p. 5.)  In addition, Mr. Crandall explains that 
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A. 

[i]t is appropriate to consider that the amounts assigned to each 
program be considered an operation budget. If a particular 
program performs better or worse than anticipated, then more or 
fewer dollam should be able to be allocated to that program, 
provided that the TRC for the program receiving additional 
finding continues to be greater than 1.0. Alternatively, if a 
program is getting a larger or smaller market response than 
anticipated, the utility should be able to adjust the incentive levels 
up or down as appropriate, again under the condition that the 
program still must meet the TRC test. 

(Id.) AG witness Mr. Mosenthal also “believe[s] that flexibility is important,” and “with 

Collaborative agreement, lprogram Administrators] need to be able to modify programs 

over time based on market conditions and feedback on the effectiveness of their 

implementation efforts.” (AG Ex. 1.0, p. 8.) MlDC witness Mr. Henderson also 

“support[s] administrator flexibility to respond to market conditions within certain 

guidelines,” and “recommend[s] that the ICC should provide adminiators clear 

guidelines about what program and portfolio changes are appropriate without seeking 

ICC approval, and what changes require either notice or comment to the Advisory 

Stakeholder Process of the Commission” ((NRJX Ex. 1.0, p. 9.) 

What is ComEd’s response to the parties’ comments concerning flexibility? 

As I explained in my direct testimony, ComEd believes that flexibility is a necessary 

requirement to achieve success in the portfolio. However, we also realize that th is  does 

not or would not give us “carte blanche” to make wholesale changes to the portfolio. All 

changes to the portfolio ( e g ,  adding or subtracting measures, changing delivery 

mechanism) would be subjected to a rigorous analysis, including application of the TRC 

test. In addition, ComEd anticipates that flexibility issues and the need to vet new ideas 

and analyses would be one of the primary purposes of the stakeholder collaboration. 

CornEd fblly expects to socialize all changes with the collaborative, and, in fact, 
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envisions that some of the initial work of the collaborative would be to develop a process 

on how and when changes to program elements occur. As I discussed earlier in my 

rebuttal testimony, however, ComEd disagrees with AG witness Mr. Mosenthal's 

collaborative proposal, which requires collaborative agreement prior to modifications. 

486 

487 

488 

489 

490 

49 1 success ofthe portfolio. 

Further, it is ComEd's position that any change made to any program element 

must be looked at in terms of its effect on the overall portfolio. It is important to ComEd 

that modifymg one program not compromise the o v d  objectives of the portfolio. For 

example, consistent with Section 12- 103, ComEd must mahtain a diverse cross-section 

of programs that provides opportunities to all customers, which is critical to the overall 

492 Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 

493 A. Yes. 
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